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subsciiptions to an amount, which, with the State’s subscription
would be adequate to the completion of a costly work cf intern;;’:
improvement, it-must be assumed that the Legislature expected that
the private suoscribers should be men of reasonaple ability in {ortunes
or credit, to pay for the stock subscribed by them, and it is right that
some officer of the State .should be ciothed with the responsible of-
fice of enquiring into, and determining such sufficiency..

The ‘undersigned dissents entirely from the suggestions made by
the majority, 1o zegard to the propriety of «ithholdipg from the view
of the house, the evidence which the eommitice have collected in 1e-
ference to the condition ol the affaurs of the Maryland Canal Con-
pany. Every committee who have been charged by the house with
the duty of collecting evidence 1a relation to matters of gereral con-
cern, are bound to report the evideace which may have been coliect-
ed. And it is the privilege of .the house itself, 1o determine whether
it is expedient that the tesiimeny so taken; should be published or
suppressed, S |

If the rule of Patliamentary law was less strict, the undeisigned
would still believe that the peculiar character of the enquiry which
was confided to the committee, and the peculiar circustances under -
which their examinations were conducted, required of the commitiee
a full, particular and minute account!ot all their proceedings, and an
expression of their opinions upon every important question winch was
agitated before them The order of ihe house, under which your
commitiee acted, has been denounced as uncons'ilutional, and great
pains have been taken to mislead the puvlic into the belief, that the
committee have exercised their powers with unexampled harshness.

A plain narration of the proceedings of the committee, would have
put at rest these most croundless imputations, and’in the opinion of
the undersigned, it ought to have been given as an act of duty to th
house, and in deference 1o the public opinion.

The majority propose to retain the evidence in their possession
upon the ground of its incompleteness. ~ ‘The accuracy of t4is posi-

_tion depends upon' the view ivhich may be taken of the eharacter of

the enquiry, and the relevancy of the evidence taken, and proposed 10
be taken to the questions invelved in the enquiry. Io the opinion of
the undersigned,' the evidence is compicte for ail _praciical purposes.
But if incomplete, why was it not perfected? Thisisa question wiich
very naturaily arises. It is not answered by the report ol the majune
ty. For the resolutions of the house, which are supposed to have
suspended the action of the commiitee were not passed until mare
than two months had elapsed from the date of tie order Justituting
the enquiry. | | .

How were the committee employed during these two months!—
This might have been explained by a more particular account of the
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trouble the huuse with a long detail of particulars which paight have




